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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

             BUDGET BRIEFING NOTE BY THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 
 

(Note: Copies of this briefing were handed round to members at the 21 November Committee meeting.  See 
also the note below the table on page 5.) 

 
Rural Directorate 
 
Rural Development (See Table 24.03) 
 

2007-08 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 £000s 
Baseline Budget Draft Budget Plans Plans 

  Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap.
Less Favoured Areas 
Support Scheme*1 

61000 0 61000 0 61000 0 61000 0 61000 0

Rural Development 
Contracts*2 

44717 30061  47309 31540 46990 52430 49060 58060 48000 60000

Food Processing, 
Marketing and Co-
operation*3 

1088 9102 110 8852 4680 5520 4810 5990 4710 6190

Revitalising Rural 
Communities*4 

3403 2287  0 0 2370 2800 2590 3220 2650 3490

Skills Development*5 1000 0 0 0 1220 1430 1340 1660 1360 1790
Technical Assistance*6 410 0  0 0 460 540 130 170 130 170
Crofting Agricultural Grant 
Scheme*7 

0 3162 0 3162 0 3000 0 3000 0 3000

Rural Cohesion*8 1000 0  2200  3700 800 0 900 0 900 0
Crofters Commission 3077 4  3385 5 3474 4 3577 4 3670 4
Croft House Grant 
Scheme 

0 2706  0 1202 0 800 0 800 0 800

Farm Business Advice  1000 0 1500 0 1500 0 1500 0 1500 0
Public Good Advice*9 2968 0  2741 0 3283 0 3000 0 3000 0
Veterinary Surveillance*10 3994 0  3782  0 4317 250 4432 300 4547 300
Animal Health, Livestock 
and Veterinary Services 

1450 4 2690 5 2100 1004 2300 104 2300 104

Crops and Plant Health 298 0  266 0 298 0 298 0 298 0
Other 1702 -196 2135 0 2100 0 2100 0 2300 0
EC Income and funding 
receipts from the Defra 
Rural Payments Agency 

-29066 -1100 -47168 -1965 -36010 -20290 -40400 -24490 -40620 -
25730

Total 98041 46030 79950  46501 98582 47488 96637 48818 95745 50118 

 
Rural Development Notes: 
 
The 2007-08 baselines for budget lines that did not exist in the SR04 publication have been derived by taking 
the resources from the SR04 RAE budget baselines that they replace and redistributing those resources across 
the new budget lines. The EC receipts included in the baseline are only those known classes of receipts from 
the old Guarantee Fund for CAP support whereas the figures for this year's budget and future budgets include 
increased rates of modulation and also carry forward where previous receipts were not drawn down from the 
EC. 
 
The figures contained within the 2007-08 budget is the best possible match where current budget headings 
have been matched with new budget headings for the SR07 years. 
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*1 – LFASS is a programme that will continue under the SRDP. 
*2 – Rural Development Contracts are a new feature of the SRDP and as such have no budget for 2007-08.  
Expenditure on existing agri-environment, business development schemes etc, has been provided for the 2007-
08 budget figure. In the SR07 years, these schemes will come to an end and resources will flow into the new 
RDCs, which comprises Land Manager Options and Rural Priorities. The breakdown for this is shown in the 
table below.   
*3 – Food processing, marketing and co-operation will consist of new schemes under the SRDP once it has 
been approved. Currently it consists of a number of legacy schemes and the 2007-08 budget figure comprises 
these schemes. 
*4 – Revitalising Rural Communities is the LEADER programme, which will continue under the SRDP. 
Preparatory work to establish Leader Action Groups has been supported by the Rural Partnership Fund within 
the Rural Cohesion line..  
*5 – Skills Development. This is a new part of the SRDP and therefore has no budget in 2007-08.  
*6 – Technical Assistance. This is a new part of the SRDP and therefore has no budget in 2007-08. 
*7 – CCAGS is a programme that will continue in the SRDP. 
*8 – This is a new budget line although it comprises some elements that were previously funded through the 
Rural Partnership Fund. The figure provided in the 2007-08 budget line is the 2007-08 budget for the Rural 
Partnership Fund.  The breakdown for Rural Cohesion is shown in the table below. 
*9 – This is a new budget line, the funds for which were previously provided under funding for SAC. The 2007-
08 budget shown here is the amount of the 2007-08 SAC budget spent on Public Good Advice. 
*10 – This is a new budget line, the funds for which were previously provided under funding for SAC. The 2007-
08 budget shown here is the amount of the 2007-08 SAC budget spent on Public Good Advice. 
 
RDCs 
 
• The Rural Development Contracts budget line is broken down as follows: 
 

£000s 
2007-08 
Budget 

2008-09 
Draft 

2009-10 
Plans 

2010-
2011 
Plans 

Rural Development 
Contracts 78849 99420 107120 108000 
       
Agri-environment schemes 38698 35790 29970 21750 

LMCMS 22000 19780 19780 6130 
Farm Premium Scheme 5771 6370 5550 4860 

ABDS 3510 2960 0 0 
FBDS 8870 4780 0 0 

       
RDCs (LMOs & RP)  29740 51800 75260 

 
New Entrants Scheme 

• Provision for the New Entrants Scheme is included within the RDCs (RP) budget line. 
 
LFASS 

• The timing of LFASS payments is important to hill farmers and crofters, who are traditionally used to 
spring payments to help them through a difficult time of year.  With the introduction of the EC Rural 
Development Regulation for 2007-2013, payments cannot be made until the end of the year (due to the 
need to demonstrate “cross compliance” with environmental requirements etc).  Thus, farmers faced a 20 
month gap between payments in April/May 2006 and Dec 2007/Jan 2008. 

 
• The initial proposal was to make a supplementary payment of £10 million in recognition of financing costs 

associated with the shift in the timing of Less Favoured Area Support (LFASS) payments.  This was not 
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well received by the industry, who argued that the permanent shift in payment cycle represented a 
permanent loss of support.  An alternative proposal was developed to make a one-off payment of £40 
million, representing the eight month shift in payments.  This was cleared by the European Commission 
early in December 2006, with the majority of payments being made by the end of January 2007. 

 
• LFASS 2006 supplementary payments were made to all those who received a LFASS 2006 payment, on 

a pro-rata basis.  It was also made quite clear that the LFASS 2007 payment would amount to £61 
million, payable at around the end of 2007.  This was not extra or additional money – the £40 million 
came from within the existing domestic budget (2006/7) for LFASS. 

 
Rural Cohesion 

• An indicative breakdown for the Rural Cohesion budget is set out below.  This is a new budget line 
although it comprises some elements that were previously funded through the Rural Partnership Fund.  
The baseline has been derived by stripping out provision for non-SRDP expenditure from the Rural 
Partnership Fund. The balance of the Rural Partnership Fund went in to the SRDP baselines.  

 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 £000s 
Baseline Draft Plans Plans 

Rural Cohesion 1000 800 900 900 
Indicative breakdown        

Support for SCVO rural 
activities  100 100 100 

Crofting Community 
Development  100 100 100 

Community Development 
Support

(non-crofting areas)  300 300 300 
Stakeholder engagement  100 100 100 

Research  50 50 50 
Publications  80 80 80 

Other rural community 
activities  70 170 170 

 
• The limited nature of these proposed non-SRDP budget lines reflects the fact that expenditure to promote 

social and economic cohesion in rural areas - whether in support of community activities or economic 
development outside the primary sectors - comes principally from other Scottish Government portfolios as 
well as from the SRDP.  Within those portfolios, there is no comprehensive a priori division of proposed 
expenditure between rural and non-rural areas and/or populations.  
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SCOTTISH BUDGET SPENDING REVIEW 2007      
CHAPTER 24: RURAL AFFAIRS AND THE ENVIRONMENT     
RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS AND OTHER SERVICES     
          
Table 24.04 Detailed Spending Plans 2008-11      
Additional material in italics   2007-08 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
     Draft  Draft   
     Budget  Budget   Budget Plans  Plans  
     £m £m £m £m £m 
Scottish Agricultural College   14.5 13.6 17.0 21.6 17.8
   of which: Resource 13.6 13.3 15.6 15.8 16.0 
    Capital 0.9 0.3 1.4 5.8 1.8
          
Scottish Agricultural and Biological Research Institutes 44.3 39.2 53.1 55.3 60.6
   of which: Resource 38.5 38.2 52.6 53.0 54.3 
    Capital 5.8 1.0 0.5 2.3 6.3
          
Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh  11.9 22.1 16.7 12.0 12.3
   of which: Resource 9.6 10.5 11.0 11.3 11.6 
    Capital 2.3 11.6 5.7 0.7 0.7
          
Contract Research Fund  Resource 6.3 6.8 7.4 8.4 8.4
          
Pensions    Resource 23.7 18.3 6.7 7.6 8.5
          
Scottish Agricultural Science Agency  9.4 9.4 9.4 9.7 9.8
   of which: Resource 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.4 7.4
    Capital 2.4 2.4 2.1 2.3 2.4
          
Economic and Other Surveys  Resource 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5
          
Other    Resource 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
          
EU income   Resource -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
          
Total     111.7 111.0 112.0 116.3 119.1
   of which: Resource 100.3 95.7 102.3 105.2 107.9 
    Capital 11.4 15.3 9.7 11.1 11.2 

 
 
Note by the Clerk: The above table is a corrected version compared with the one in the paper handed round at 
the 21 November meeting.  That earlier version gave a figure of £51.4m for SABRIs in the 2nd column, instead 
of the correct figure given here of £39.2m.  As a result, the total in that column was incorrectly given as 
£123.2m, rather than £111.0m.  The Scottish Government has apologised for any confusion caused by this 
error.  
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MARINE DIRECTORATE DETAILED SPENDING (see table 24.05) 
 
£000s 2007-08 Budget   2008-09 Draft   2009-10 Plans   2010-11 Plans  
  Res. Cap. Total Res. Cap. Total Res. Cap. Total Res. Cap. Total 
Fisheries Research 
Services 

24.5 2.0 26.4 25.5 4.0 29.5 25.8 7.9 33.7 26.1 6.2
32.3 

Scottish Fisheries 
Protection Agency 

21.5 0.3 21.8 24.1 0.3 24.4 24.4 0.3 24.7 24.7 0.3
25.0 

Fisheries Processing 
and Marketing Grants 

  11.5 11.5  10.6 10.6  9.8 9.8  11.0
11.0 

Fisheries Harbour 
Grants 

  0.4 0.4  0.4 0.4  0.4 0.4  0.4
0.4 

Marine Management 0.0  0.0 7.0  7.0 7.9  7.9 8.7  8.7 
Other  0.3  0.3 1.1  1.1 1.0  1.0 1.0  1.0 
EC Income -0.5 -5.6 -6.1 -0.5 -6.8 -7.3 -0.5 -6.0 -6.5 -0.5 -7.2 -7.7 
Total 45.8 8.6 54.3 57.2 8.4 65.6 58.6 12.4 71.0 60.0 10.7 70.8 

 
 



 

MARINE AND FISHERIES 
 
The outcome of the SR2007 was published on 14 November, with the simultaneous release of the overall 
Strategic Spending Review document and the Draft Budget for 2008/09.  A more detailed breakdown of the 
table in the Draft Budget document is set out in the attached. 
 
1. The key points are: 
 

• The 2 Agencies have an immediate uplift in 2008/09 to consolidate their baselines to be more in line 
with actual budget (which is reported in the 2007/08 Scottish Budget, published in January) rather than 
the baselines from SR2004 (which are reported in the Spending Review document). 

• The 2 Agencies will be obliged to deliver 2% per annum efficiency savings, and the growth in budgets is 
limited over the subsequent 2 years accordingly. 

• The baseline for the national contribution to back-up the European funds available under the European 
Fisheries Fund (EFF) has been maintained at the same level as under the predecessor scheme 
Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) which will be sufficient to draw down our full amount 
of EFF.  The European funding available over the next 3 years will be around 2/3rds of the funding 
available under the previous schemes. 

• FRS have received additional capital resources for the Fish and Veterinary Aquarium project.  This is 
an additional £2m/£6m/£4.3m over the 3 year spending period.  Subject to timings of the capital profile, 
we will need to ensure the project is funded by looking to: 

o Savings from FRS’s baseline capital spend of some £2m per annum; and 

o Top-up to their capital budget from elsewhere in the portfolio; depending on the precise phasing 
of the project. 

• The capital resources outcome for SFPA means that we will not be able to afford new build and/or 
refurbished vessels over the next 3 years. 

• The Fisheries Budget has been increased from £400k to £1m, to take account of increased spending 
requirements on Regional Advisory Councils, Inshore Fisheries Groups etc. 

• The Marine Budget has been introduced to provide funding support for the wide range of marine and 
fisheries pressures, including the requirement of the new Marine legislation. 

Next Steps 

2. A process is now under way to: 

• Update the Strategic and Operating Plans of the 2 Agencies; 

• Implement detailed proposals for utilising the Marine budget, which would potentially include additional 
funding for FRS and SFPA to implement aspects of the emerging marine agenda. 

 
 

NATURAL HERITAGE (see table 24.06) 
 

2007-08 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 £000s 
Baseline Budget Draft Plans Plans 

  Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap. Res. Cap.
Scottish 
Natural 
Heritage 

66,267 1980 66,267 1,980 65,652 1,530 67,624 2080 69,362 2,080

National Parks 11,924 100  11924  100 12224 100 12524 100 12924 100
Deer 
Commission 

1,745 39  1745 39 1792 39 1795 39 1890 39

Total 79,936 2,119 79,936 2,119 79,668 1,669 81,943 2,219 84,175 2,219
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SNH 
 
• SNH has been able to make use of higher levels of resource allocation in the previous two years. The 

settlement for 2008/09 will require some decisions about re-prioritisation and phasing of expenditure. 
However, over the three year period, the settlement will enable them to continue a high level of activity in 
support of biodiversity conservation and enjoyment and understanding of the natural heritage. 
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CHAPTER 24: RURAL AFFAIRS AND THE ENVIRONMENT    
Environment Protection, Sustainable Development and Climate Change  
         
Table 24.07 Detailed Spending Plans 2008-11     
Additional material in italics   2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
      Draft   

     Budget  
 

Budget Plans  Plans  
     £m £m £m £m 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency 36.4 49.5 39.2 40.3
   of which: Resource 34.3 40.1 36.5 36.7 
    Capital 2.1 9.4 2.7 3.6
         
Zero Waste    79.4 41.1 54.4 58.7
   of which: Resource 70.2 41.1 50.3 54.6 
    Capital 9.2 0 4.1 4.1
         
Flood Prevention and Coast Protection Resource 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
         
Water Environment   Resource 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
         
Noise and Air Quality 
Action   1.0 2.1 4.4 5.0
   of which: Resource 1.0 1.6 3.4 4.0
    Capital 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.0
         
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Resource 4.2 8.7 10.8 11.0
        
         
Total     123.5 103.9 111.3 117.5
   of which Resource 112.2 94.0 103.5 108.8 
    Capital 11.3 9.9 7.8 8.7
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SCOTTISH BUDGET SPENDING REVIEW 2007     
CHAPTER 24: RURAL AFFAIRS AND THE ENVIRONMENT    
Water Quality        
         
Table 24.08 Detailed Spending Plans 2008-11     
Additional material in italics   2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
      Draft   
     Budget   Budget Plans  Plans  
     £m £m £m £m 
Private Water   Resource 9.0 9.0 8.2 8.2
         
Drinking Water Quality 
Regulator Resource 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4
         
Total    Resource 9.3 9.3 8.6 8.6
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FORESTRY COMMISSION SCOTLAND 
 
1. Reconciliation of the 07/08 budget line in Table 24-09 with the draft budget published 
in 2006. 
 
Read across is complicated because of a change in the level 3 categories in the period between 
publication of the two budgets.  Reconstructing the draft budget figures using the same level 3 
categories as Table 24-09 allows a more meaningful comparison to be made. 
 
 Draft Budget Table 24-09 
Woodland grants 13.4 21.0 
Policy, regulation & admin 8.0 7.8 
Programme costs 17.1 10.4 
Net capital expenditure 2.0 2.0 
Capital charges 15.1 15.1 
TOTAL 55.6 56.3 
 
At the start of 06/07, £7m was transferred from programme costs to woodland grants. 
 
2. Apparent significant increase in funding for FCS from 07/08 to 08/09 
 
The 07/08 budget figure is the baseline for the 04/05 to 07/08 period, but the actual forecast 
expenditure for 07/08 is higher than this as a result of extra funds which were allocated to FCS in 
07/08 and which have been consolidated into the 08/09 budget figure.  The forecast for 07/08 is 68.5, 
but some of this is a 'one-off' capital expenditure so the like for like comparison between 07/08 and 
08/09 is 62.7 for 07/08 and 64.3 for 08/09. 
 
3. Why does the extra £45m for woodland creation, which was included in the SR07 
announcement, not appear in the budget lines? 
 
The £45m of capital expenditure on woodland creation will be funded by £45m of income from sale of 
woodlands which do not contribute significantly to the delivery of FCS objectives.  The net effect on 
the FCS net capital expenditure line is therefore zero. 
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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

SCOTTISH BUDGET SPENDING REVIEW 2007 
 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 
 

Letter from the Convener to the Director General Environment 
 
Thank you for attending this morning’s Committee meeting with your departmental colleagues to give 
evidence on the above document.  
 
At the meeting, you agreed to provide more detail on how the Scottish Government’s commitment to 
addressing climate change is to be “mainstreamed” across portfolios, and how this approach is 
reflected in the draft budget.   
 
Further clarification was also promised on the new, regional approach to the distribution of resources 
for rural development contracts.  While appreciating that this is based on movement to a more 
demand-led approach, it would still be helpful to have forecasts of what the distribution of demand is 
expected to be (based, perhaps, on the breakdown of anticipated spending that we understand had 
to be provided to the European Commission in connection with the application for approval of the 
SRDP) and an indication of the criteria that will be used to disburse funding under the various 
programmes and schemes mentioned in footnote 1 to Table 24.03.  Our concern, as I am sure you 
will appreciate, is that without some understanding of what the policy objectives are that underpin this 
new approach, it will be difficult for us to assess retrospectively whether the money has been well 
spent. 
 
It would be helpful if your responses on the above two points could be received by the Clerk no later 
than Tuesday 27 November.  As I think you are aware, Committee members remain concerned that 
they do not yet have sufficient information on some key issues to enable them adequately to 
scrutinise the Cabinet Secretary on 5 December.  Members have been asked today to indicate what 
those issues are, and if I decide that those can only be addressed through further oral evidence, it 
may be necessary to schedule an additional meeting in the afternoon of 4 December to which you 
and relevant colleagues would be invited.  I will aim to make a decision on this by Wednesday 28 
November, and I will obviously take account of the extent to which you have been able to address 
members’ concerns in writing by that time. 
 
As an additional point – not raised at this morning’s meeting – it would also be helpful if you could 
indicate which of the various budget lines identified within Chapter 24 of the Spending Review 
document (rural affairs and the environment) correlate to relevant national indicators and targets set 
out in Chapter 8 (National Performance Framework).  I appreciate you may not be able to respond on 
this point to the same timescale as the points mentioned above, but it would certainly be helpful if the 
Cabinet Secretary was in a position to provide an answer to this question when he gives evidence on 
5 December. 
 
Roseanna Cunningham MSP, Convener 
21 November 2007 
 
Letter from the Clerk to the Director General Environment 

I am writing further to the Committee’s meeting on Wednesday and the Convener’s follow-up letter of 
the same day.   
 
As she indicated in that letter, some Committee members feel there are points on which they need 
further information before they are in a position to take evidence effectively from the Cabinet 
Secretary on 5 December.  The Convener will be taking a decision on Wednesday next week as to 
whether it is necessary to arrange an http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/rae/or-
07/ru07-0901.htm course take account of the extent to which you have been able to provide further 
information in writing by that time. 
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Members have been asked to indicate to me the specific points they have in mind.  I would therefore 
encourage you or your colleagues to send to me by close next Tuesday (27 November) whatever 
information you can that will address some of these points.  Where it is not possible to provide the 
information requested, it would be helpful if you could indicate whether the information could be 
provided on 4 December or whether there are reasons why it could not be provided at all within the 
timescales available to the Committee for the current budget scrutiny exercise. 
 
Andrew Mylne 
Clerk to the Committee 
23 November 2007 
 
Annexe: specific questions from Committee members 
 
Page 129 (Table 24.03) 

• In relation to Rural Development Contracts, how is this overall “pot” of money to be 
managed in the context of a “demand led” approach, so as to avoid any repeat of the 
issues around demand-led bidding at Scottish Enterprise?  

• In relation to rural cohesion (and other rural development budget lines) what share of the 
new money is being allocated to rural housing? 

• What assurances are there that money allocated for specific purposes within this budget 
(for example, the New Entrants Scheme) is used for these purposes? 

 
Page 132 (Table 24.05) 

• Fisheries Research Services - what precisely is the increase for? 
• Scottish Fisheries Protection Agency - what precisely is the increase for? 
• Marine Management - what precisely is the increase for? Is it a built-up and detailed 

estimate of a specific set of requirements, or could it be better described as a broad 
estimate or provision for an area of growing activity? 

 
Page 134 (Table 24.06) 

• Is this a real terms reduction in budget over the spending review period? 
• Does the headline figure include the £2m for national parks? Is this a new commitment for 

SNH to fund or is it an existing commitment rolled forward? 
• Is the `modest' non-cash allocation to national parks the £2m above, or a different figure, 

and how does this affect the headline budget figures for SNH? 
• How does the budget allocation fit with the policy objectives on bio-diversity and meeting 

bio-diversity targets? 
• On the funds to be “un-ring-fenced” the officials explained two in some detail. Can they 

explain the distribution of all the other funds to Local Authorities and whether some of the 
money in each is pre-committed (as in flooding)? 

 
Page 135 (Table 24.07) 

• Re. the flooding fund, can officials break down their assumptions on the projects to be 
funded and their cost in each of the three years of the Spending Review period, by listing 
the particular schemes?   

• What is the methodology for allocating funds to flooding projects and to waste projects? 
• What roll out of resources is expected on community renewables? 

 
Pages 138-9 (Tables 24.09 and 24.10) 

• What precisely is the increased cash for? 
• How does the commitment to extra sales affect the budget, for example, is the increased 

investment in expanding forestry financed by the sales?  What if the sales do not 
materialise?  How much land would have to be sold to raise £15m approx and how does 
that fit with the policy of expanding the amount of forestry cover? 

• On the issue of selling off of assets - how much is to be sold, and for what (and how will this 
impact on the benefits gained from any new forestry)? 
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Reply by the Director General 

[Note by the Clerk: With the agreement of the Scottish Government, sections of text in this letter 
have been re-arranged so that the order of the answers matches as far as possible the order of the 
questions set out in the two letters above.] 

I refer to the Convener’s letter of 21 November 2007 to Richard Wakeford, seeking clarification of 
several points following his appearance along with Directors, at the Committee meeting that day and 
your subsequent letter of 23 November.  This letter sent on his behalf, is by way of a response to 
both.    
 
You may recall that I contacted you on 26 November stating that the Convener’s request for 
correlation between budget lines and national indicators and targets will come forward separately on 
Friday.  Responses to queries are dealt with below.     
 
Climate Change 
 
The Committee asked for further detail on mainstreaming the climate change agenda across 
government portfolios, and how this approach is reflected in the budget. 
 
In the Spending Review, the Scottish Government made a commitment to ensure that public 
spending across portfolios contributes to the action needed to help mitigate climate change so that 
we meet the statutory targets to be set out in the Scottish Climate Change Bill. 
 
We intend to introduce a system of cross-compliance to ensure that spending decisions use available 
techniques and information to assess the carbon impact of policy options during the appraisal 
process. In that way, decisions are based on choosing the most effective, climate change-sensitive, 
sustainable and feasible option.  This will ensure that investment across government is used to 
achieve emission reductions. 
 
Our commitment to introduce such carbon impact assessments for policy options will enable 
identification and quantification of specific carbon savings, and timescales, from a range of Scottish 
Government policies. 
 
Existing measures expected to result in carbon savings by 2011 build on the devolved policy 
measures detailed in Annex E of Scotland’s Climate Change Programme. The outcome of the 
Spending Review strengthens the package of existing measures available to deliver carbon savings.  
 
Additionally, the Spending Review sets out further measures which include: 

• Increased resources (£8.7m/£10.8m/£11.0m) for a range of sustainable development and 
climate change initiatives, including a new Climate Challenge Fund. 

• Our commitment to invest in public transport, providing 840m/£917m/£897m on rail and tram 
services and projects in Scotland, £3 million a year on travel information, £57.2 million a year 
to support bus services and £11 million a year on direct support for sustainable and active 
travel. 

• Our commitment to a Zero Waste fund that will support a number of measures such as waste 
prevention, community sector recycling, waste awareness and provision of advice and 
support for local authority recycling initiatives. 

• Significant additional funding for community renewables and microgeneration. 

• Investing £15 million a year in new woodlands through Forestry Commission Scotland. 

• Funding initiatives by farmers and other stakeholders in the rural community to reduce 
climate change emissions from land management practices and to manage our rural 
environment more effectively, through the £1.6 billion Rural Development Programme. 

 
The Spending Review also sets out plans to invest £1.5 billion in increasing the supply of good 
quality sustainable housing over the period 2008-11.  All the new homes to be provided would be 
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built to the high environmental standards set by the relevant planning requirements and building 
standards applicable at that time. Current Scottish building regulations, published in 2007, require 
that the energy performance of new homes should reduce CO2 emissions from new housing by an 
average of 23% beyond the previous standards.  Scottish Planning Policy on Renewables (SPP6), 
which was also introduced in 2007, requires that any developments of 500m2 or more should include 
low and zero carbon equipment to reduce carbon emissions by at least a further 15%. 

The new regional approach to distribution of resources for RDCs 
 
The Rural Development Contracts budget line is broken down as follows: 

£000s 
2007-08 
Budget 

2008-09 
Draft 

2009-10 
Plans 

2010-
2011 
Plans 

Rural Development Contracts 78849 99420 107120 108000 
of which legacy payments on old 
schemes is:       

Agri-environment schemes 38698 35790 29970 21750 
LMCMS 22000 19780 19780 6130 

Farm Premium Scheme 5771 6370 5550 4860 
ABDS 3510 2960 0 0 
FBDS 8870 4780 0 0 

leaving the following resources for new:       
RDCs (LMOs & RP)  29740 51800 75260 

 
The table shows that, as the payments due under legacy schemes decline, so the funds available for 
new contracts increase. Contracts may run for multiple years, varying from 1 year through to over 5 
years for some agri-environment and forestry contracts 
 
Forecast of what the distribution of demand is expected to be 
 
Attached is a briefing paper that was distributed to MSPs prior to the SRDP debate in the Parliament 
on 31 May 2007. It sets out the RDR Axes and the breakdown of anticipated spending.  
 
Rural Development Contracts (RDCs) should be treated as one budget since the Scottish 
Government is determined to use funding in a way that delivers the best outcomes related to SRDP 
objectives.  Consequently, with such a competitive approach, where proposals are assessed against 
outcomes, the focus cannot be on individual measures with associated budgets, but what RDCs 
deliver as a whole. 
 
Application of assessment criteria 
 
Regional Priorities will utilise a new regional approach assessing proposals against the following 
criteria: 

• contribution to outcomes 
• value for money 
• management of risk. 

 
Proposals which deliver the greatest contribution to regional priorities (set to identify local 
solutions/priorities to national targets) will have greatest chance of success.  To identify regional 
priorities local staff of SNH, FCS, SGRP&ID and SEPA are currently engaging with stakeholders in 
each of the 11 regions. Part of our aim is to improve joint working with other public bodies, notably 
local authorities, to achieve the best fit between the SRDP priorities and local strategies e.g. for 
economic growth and social development. 
 
The case officer will undertake formal assessment and scoring of each regional priority utilising the 
assessment criteria detailed below. 
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Group 1 -– Scale of Contribution to Regional Priority 
 
The proposal will be judged against “Contribution to Regional Priority” assessment criteria, the 
subsets of which are as follows:  

• Quality – How well does the proposal and activities meet the aims of the regional 
priority/priorities, i.e. is it being carried out on the most appropriate site? 

• Quantity – Could the applicant have done more but has chosen not to? For example, only 
part of the SSSI has been covered when there was potential to cover all of it. 

• Collaboration – Has collaboration been considered, if appropriate to the circumstances? 
• Integration – Are the separate options more attractive as a package than they would have 

been if delivered separately? 
• Multiple Outcomes – The same action delivers against more than one regional priority. NB: 

Assessment must take into account work already being done under other schemes. 
• Innovation – The application contains good ideas, which deliver regional priorities while not 

fitting into set packages. 
• Contribution to National Targets – The application contributes to National Targets, such as 

Favourable Condition and climate change. 

Group 2 – Value for Money 
 
The application will be judged against “Value for Money” assessment criteria, the subsets of which 
are as follows: 
 

• Additionality – How far does the proposal go beyond the minimum standards required, such 
as statutory requirements? 

• Added Value – The proposal directly compliments a previous activity and/or offers the 
potential for further improvements. 

• Long Term Benefit – Will the benefits last longer than the term of the agreement? 
• Leverage – Does the proposal bring in non-EC funding? If so, how does this funding 

compare to funding sought through the SRDP? If not, has the applicant demonstrated an 
attempt to locate potential sources? 

 

Group 3 – Management of Risk 

The application will be judged against the “Management of risk” assessment criteria, the subsets of 
which are as follows: 
 

• Meeting demand – Applicant has shown that there is demand for the proposed action. (For 
non-commercial activities further definition is required.) 

• Minimising Impacts – The applicant has acted to minimise external impacts (on neighbours, 
local businesses, the environment etc as appropriate) and has taken notice of the 
consultation offered. 

• Demonstrate Feasibility – The applicant has shown that the proposal can be completed 
within the specified timescales for payment claims and secured any non-SRDP funding. 

 
The case officer will assign a “high” or “low” assessment against each of the sub-criteria in each of 
Groups 1-3.  The number of “highs” will dictate whether the Group is ranked as High, Medium or 
Low.  The combination of rankings is then used to calculate a score utilising a look-up table.  Scoring 
will range from the lowest of 4 to the highest of 16.   
 
Rural Development (Table 24.03) 
 
Throughout the development of the SRDP we have been conscious of the need to avoid past 
problems, including the oversubscription of schemes.  That is why we are setting out quite clearly the 
levels of financial support that will be available under each measure to be included in the new Rural 
Development Contracts – Rural Priorities (RDC RP).  RDC RP is a competitive scheme where 
proposals are assessed against the Scottish Government's key outcomes.  Importantly, and to 
facilitate the application process, case officers will be available to scrutinise early proposals for 
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funding.  This early proposal stage will involve the applicant completing a “Statement of Intent” (SoI).  
The SoI will minimise the financial and other resources committed to preparing proposals, which 
have little chance of success.  It will be considered by case officers, in light of regional priorities and 
the level of funding available for particular outcomes.  Applicants would be provided with an informal 
view of their proposals likelihood of success against the competitiveness of demand for funding.  
Such feedback will help applicants decide whether or not to proceed. 
 
In addition, Regional Proposal Assessment Committees (RPACs) will lead on the identification of 
regional priorities for funding and they will also assess individual proposals.  Through continuous 
monitoring of the programme the RPACs will have up to date information on which measures are 
most heavily subscribed and thus where competition for funding will be most fierce.  Case officers will 
also be aware of this information and this may affect the advice they give to applicants.  
 
There are no current plans to allocate funds from the rural cohesion budget line to deal specifically 
with rural housing issues.  Most expenditure on housing and regeneration – including in rural areas – 
is included in Chapter 21 of the Scottish Budget.  However, all of the expenditure under the Croft 
House Grant Scheme in Table 24.03 is devoted to rural housing. 
 
The budgets we have set out against each of the measures in the programme are indicative.  They 
reflect our best estimates of what will be required for each measure, based on historical data where 
available.  They also take account of the requirements of the Rural Development Regulation in so far 
as the measures relate to one of the three RDR Axes for which there are minimum spends.  The 
programme will be subject to continuous monitoring by a Programme Monitoring Committee.  There 
will also be a National PAC set up to direct and co-ordinate any action necessary to ensure that we 
identify and tackle areas of over and under spending/subscription e.g. specific action to stimulate 
demand.  The RPACs and case officers will also have a role to play here in implementing the 
directions of the NPAC.   
 
Fisheries (Table 24.05) 
 
Fisheries Research Services   
 
The proposed new settlement for Fisheries Research Services (FRS) is intended to bring it more into 
line with existing provision for 2007-08 and, in this context, it should be noted that the Budget Bill 
figure for FRS published in January 2007 was £29.9m.  It will allow the FRS to continue its existing 
programme of work.   FRS will also receive new capital provision of £2m / £6m / £4.3m towards the 
cost of its Fish and Veterinary Aquarium project in Aberdeen in addition to its existing capital 
provision of £2 million per annum.  This new money is unlikely to meet the total cost of the project of 
around £15m but, depending on its timing, the necessary funds will be found from savings released 
from elsewhere in the FRS budget and from a reallocation of the overall Marine and Fisheries 
budget.         
 
Scottish Fisheries Protection Agency  
 
As with the FRS, the proposals for the Scottish Fisheries Protection Agency (SFPA) are based on its 
2007-08 provision and will allow it to maintain its existing workload. It should be noted however that, 
if comparison is made with this year’s Budget Bill figure for SFPA, the figure is distorted by the 
current capital expenditure on a new vessel.  No new build or major refurbishment is planned for the 
CSR 2007 period.      
 
Marine Management 
 
The suggestion that this new budget line could be described as broad provision for an area of 
growing activity is the more appropriate.  It has been introduced to provide funding support across a 
wide range of marine and fishery activity and has been done in response to growing demand for 
more focused and coordinated action by Government in new and existing policy areas.  It will be 
used to prepare for the eventual introduction of new marine legislation but, at this early stage, a 
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detailed programme of work has not been worked up.  Action is now under way and will involve FRS 
and SFPA.       
 
Natural Heritage (Table 24.06) 
 
The change profile of the Natural Heritage budget overall is -£0.8m / +£2.1m / +£4.3m; hence there 
is an increase of £5.6m across the SR period.   
 
The headline figures of £81.3m / £84.2m / £86.4m contain the allocations for Scottish Natural 
Heritage, Cairngorms and Loch Lomond & Trossachs National Parks and the Deer Commission for 
Scotland.  The £2m referred to in page 134 is not for National Parks but is SNH’s contribution to the 
Scottish Rural Development Programme.  
 
The SRDP will provide support for measures to secure Natura objectives which would previously 
have been secured through SNH grants under their “Natural Care” programme. SNH will continue to 
make payments under existing agreements and new agreements will fall within the SRDP. This 
element of the SRDP will account for an average of at least £2 million of DEL expenditure a year 
over the programme period. For the purpose of determining Spending Review allocations to provide 
for both the domestic financing element of the Programme and other RAE programmes including the 
SNH Grant in Aid provision, the arrangement has been that £2 million per annum would be available 
from the SNH allocation as part of the domestic funding for the SRDP.  
 
The “modest” non-cash allocation to national parks is an increase of £638k (on 2007-08) to cover 
non-cash costs of Loch Lomond & The Trossachs NPA's HQ building.  The headline budget figure for 
SNH is as shown in the table. 
 
The change profile of the Natural Heritage budget overall  is -£0.8m / +£2.1m / +£4.3m; hence there 
is an increase of £5.6m across the SR period.  In addition there are significant elements outside the 
Natural Heritage portfolio which give rise to biodiversity benefits e.g. the money for new woodland 
establishment and SRDP agri-environment measures. 
 
SNH currently grant-aid local authorities for a range of nature conservation, access and educational 
activity.  This is part of SNH's general grant aid and is not ring fenced. The only ring-fenced 
component of the SNH budget is the Scottish contribution to JNCC which is routed via SNH; the level 
of this is yet to be determined for 2008/09; it is £1.738m for the current financial year.  SNH have 
hard commitments of £1.2m for 2008/09 and £0.3m for 2009/10.  The process of funding local 
authority natural heritage activity via SNH is currently under consideration. 
 
Flooding/Waste (Table 24.07) 
 
We are in discussion with COSLA about the basis for allocations over the next 3 years.  We would 
expect allocations to be based on criteria which include: 

• confirmed schemes which are under construction  
• confirmed schemes which are due to go to tender  
• schemes submitted by the SR date and subsequently confirmed  
• allocations will be made on the basis of an assumed 80% of scheme costs as estimated at 

SR date  
• the residual in any year would be distributed by reference to a Council’s exposure to 

flooding risk 
• the scheme/flooding responsibility will be identified in the relevant outcome agreements.  

 
In relation to waste projects, a substantial part of the previous ring fenced budget is to be transferred 
to the general local authority settlement and it will be for local authorities to decide how best to 
allocate this to waste projects in line with their single outcome agreements. This will honour 
allocations already agreed with individual local authorities under the Strategic Waste Fund.  The Zero 
Waste budget retained by the Government will be used to support the work of other national delivery 
bodies such as Waste Aware Scotland and the Waste and Resources Action Programme and 
funding will be provided linked to agreed business plans. Other funding in this budget will be 
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available to encourage the development of waste infrastructure and to fund research and advice on 
waste. The precise ways in which this funding will be allocated has still to be decided.  
 
Ministers will be considering shortly how the enlarged budget for community and household 
renewable energy projects is allocated in future.  This will draw on evidence from a number of studies 
and include the relative needs for and benefits from intervention in the community and household 
markets, instruments of financial support and the different needs in electricity generation and heat.   
 
Forestry (Tables 24.09 and 24.10) 
 
The plan is to spend an additional £15m/year over the SR period on new woodland creation and to 
fund this by an additional sales programme of land, forests and buildings forming part of the National 
Forest Estate (NFE). 
 
The two aims of this programme are: 
 

a. To re-position the NFE.  The estate has been very static for a long period and the 
current portfolio of properties is not best placed to deliver the current objectives of FC 
Scotland.  A self-funded programme of sales and acquisitions would enable disposal of those 
properties not contributing significantly to Scottish Government objectives to fund purchase 
of land and the creation of new woodlands which deliver a higher level of public benefits. 
 
b. To boost the annual woodland creation programme.  The Scottish Forestry Strategy 
contains an aspiration to increase the area of woodland in Scotland to 25% over the next 70 
or so years.  This implies an annual woodland creation programme of some 10k ha/year.  
Provision has been made to fund some 8k ha/year by grant aid to private landowners.  The 
£15m/year raised from property sales will be used by FCS to buy land and create new 
woodlands to complement the private sector planting programme. 
 

The net effect on the budget is nil.  £15m of capital receipts is balanced by £15m of capital 
investment expenditure. 
 
Depending on market trends, it is expected that around 5-6,000 ha of land and forests will require to 
be sold to raise the £15m and that this will fund the purchase and planting of at least 2,000 ha of 
land.  Over the next three year period, the net reduction in the size of the NFE is expected to be 
around 2%. 
 
If it proves impossible to meet the sales target, then the spend on land purchase will be cut back 
accordingly.  However, the market for forest properties is currently very buoyant and we envisage no 
problem in meeting the target. 
 
As previously indicated a response to the Convener’s query regarding correlation of budget lines 
against national indicators and targets will come forward on Friday of this week. [Note by the Clerk: 
This will be circulated to members separately on Monday.] 
 
I hope this further information is useful. 
 
Marion M Collins 
Private Secretary 
Director General for Environment 
28 November 2007 
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BRIEFING PAPER: SCOTLAND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME, 2007-13 
 
The 2007-13 Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) is a major programme of support for 
rural Scotland over the next seven years.  The SRDP is governed by the new Rural Development 
Regulation (EC No. 1698/2005) and approval from the European Commission (EC) is required before 
it can be implemented.  The objectives of the Regulation are set out in three themes (called Axes); 
these are to increase competitiveness in agriculture and forestry, improve the environment and the 
countryside and enhance the quality of life in rural areas.  The new Regulation requires minimum 
proportions of funding to be allocated to each Axis in order to ensure broad-based programmes.  It 
also requires the development of a Strategic Plan to guide spending in the Programme. 
 
Funding for the SRDP will come from three sources: the Scottish Government, the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and voluntary modulation.  The Scottish 
Government contributes over two thirds of the costs.  Scotland’s share from the EAFRD provides 
about a fifth of the funding and is constrained by the UK’s historically low allocation of rural 
development money from the EC, and by increased funding for programmes in new Member States.  
Voluntary modulation switches funding from Single Farm Payments for use in the rural development 
programme, and an announcement on the rates is expected in Parliament on 31 May. 
 
The SRDP is based on delivering outcomes for rural Scotland.  Five key outcomes have been 
identified.  These are to improve business viability, enhance biodiversity and landscape, improve 
water quality, tackle climate change and support thriving rural communities.  Three main delivery 
mechanisms will be used to do this. 

• The Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS) supports farming and crofting 
businesses in upland and remote areas in order to compensate for difficulties they face due 
to physical conditions and distances to suppliers and markets.  It is a major contribution to 
business viability in these areas. 

• Rural Development (formerly Land Management) Contracts (RDCs) will be the main gateway 
for providing support for land management, business development, diversification and wider 
rural development measures. They will deliver a cross-cutting approach to implementing 
actions across each of the Axes of the new Rural Development Regulation.  A major 
innovation in this regard is the introduction of Tier 3 of Rural Development Contracts. 

• The LEADER initiative forms part of the Rural Development Programme for the first time.  It 
is an innovative approach that supports projects identified by local communities.  It is 
expected that the LEADER approach will be used mainly for Axis 3 measures, although it 
also offers potential to meet land management objectives under Axis 2 and business 
competitiveness objectives under Axis 1. 

 
The 2007-13 SRDP has also been designed to deliver outcomes that are tailored to the needs and 
aspirations of local communities.  Regional priorities will be set for the SRDP to ensure that 
resources are directed to areas of greatest need.  This is a major change of approach in the new 
Programme and is intended to recognise that support is carefully targeted to maximise its 
effectiveness. 
 
Further details are set out in Annex A on the breakdown of funding for the SRDP, including how the 
measures map against the Axes of the Regulation and the Government’s strategic objectives. 
 
 

ANNEXE A 
  
Levels of expenditure by Axis 
 
Axis 1. Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector £254m 
 
Axis 2. Improving the environment and countryside through land management £1,124m 
 
Axis 3. Improving quality of life through diversification of economic activity £180m 
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Axis 4. LEADER £37m 
 
Administrative Costs: £3m 
 
Total £1,598m 
 
Breakdown of committed spend, LFASS and amount available for new commitments 
       £m 
 Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 Leader 
Proposal (as above) 254 1124 180 37 
Existing commitments 3 289 46 - 
LFASS at present level  427   
Available for new commitments 251 408 134 37 
 
Voluntary Modulation Rates and Yield 
 
 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
Voluntary Modulation Rate 
(%) 

5 8 8.5 9 9 9  

Yield £m 21.7 34.9 37.1 39.2 39.2 39.2 211.4 
 
Budget Breakdown for duration of the Scotland Rural Development Programme  
 
Income 
 
European Union 
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development £227m  (14%)  
Voluntary Modulation £211m   (13%) 
Carried forward resources £47m    (3%) 
 
Scottish Government £1,113m    (70%) 
 
Total £1,598m 
 
Convergence Funding for Highlands and Islands £19m plus match funding 
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SCOTLAND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 2007-13: FUNDING PROPOSALS 
 

SCOTLAND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME MAPPED AGAINST THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT REGULATION AXIS 
 

Axis 1 – Improving the 
competitiveness of the 
agricultural and forestry sector 

Axis 2 – Improving the 
environment and the countryside 

Axis 3 – The quality of life in rural areas 
and diversification of the rural economy 

Axis 4- Leader 

Measure £(million) Measure £(million) Measure £(million) Measure £(million) 
Setting up of young 
farmers 

10 Animal health and 
welfare management 

30.5 Information and awareness 
raising 

0.2 LEADER 36.6 
 

Business audit and 
specialist plans 

8 Woods in and around 
towns challenge fund 

10.5 Provision, development or 
upgrading of small scale 
tourist facilities by land 
managers 

12   

Crofting Counties 
Agricultural Grants 
Scheme 

14  Less Favoured Area 
payments 

427 Managing land for non-
commercial community 
events 

0.3   

Restructuring 
agricultural businesses 

31  Support for organic 
conversion and 
maintenance 

45 Farm and forest visits and 
talks 

0.5   

Improving the 
economic value of 
forests 

3 Agri-environment 
payments 

286 Improving Access & Area 
Access management & 
monitoring, creation and 
upgrading of paths and 
routes 

67.5   

 Managing tree stocks 
for seed production 

0.5  Support for non-
productive agri-
environment capital 
investments 

73 Preparing local 
development strategies 

4   

 Processing and 
marketing agricultural 
and forestry products 

70 Woodland creation 175  Off-farm talks 0.1   

 Access creation for 
sustainable forest 
management 

7 Forest environment 
payments 

14 Forests for people 
challenge fund 

3.5   
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Axis 1 – Improving the 
competitiveness of the 
agricultural and forestry sector 

Axis 2 – Improving the 
environment and the countryside 

Axis 3 – The quality of life in rural areas 
and diversification of the rural economy 

Axis 4- Leader 

Membership of Quality 
Assurance Schemes 

3.5 Support for non-
productive forestry 
capital investments 

62.5 Active management to 
improve the condition of 
vernacular buildings, 
historic sites, architectural 
and historic landscapes 
 

7.3   

 Co-operation 16   Provision of leisure, 
recreation, sporting, 
catering, other rural 
community services and 
facilities 
 

32   

Skills development 43    Enhancing enjoyment of  
and maintaining character 
of rural landscapes 
 

3.8   

Manure/slurry 
storage/treatment 

30    Support for diversification 
outwith agriculture or 
forestry 

18   

 Upgrading 
infrastructure related 
to access farm and 
forest land, energy 
supplies and water 
management 

6   Support for creation and 
development of micro-
enterprises 

18   

Modernisation through 
electronic data 
management 

1    Support for renewable 
energy (non land-based) 

10   

Treatment of run-off of 
nutrients and other 
pollutants 
 

7   Reducing bacterial 
contamination in water 
courses 

3   

 Support for renewable 4       
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Axis 1 – Improving the 
competitiveness of the 
agricultural and forestry sector 

Axis 2 – Improving the 
environment and the countryside 

Axis 3 – The quality of life in rural areas 
and diversification of the rural economy 

Axis 4- Leader 

energy 
 
Totals  
 

254  1123.5  180.20  36.6 

       Grand Total  
 

1594.3 

Notes: Additional costs for Technical Assistance within the Programme amount to £3.5m 
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SCOTLAND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 2007-13: FUNDING PROPOSALS 

 
SCOTLAND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME MAPPED AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT’S STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES 

 
WEALTHIER AND FAIRER HEALTHIER SAFER AND STRONGER SMARTER GREENER 
Axis & Measure £m Axis & Measure £m Axis & Measure £m Axis & Measure £m Axis & Measure £m 
1. Setting up of 
young farmers 

10 1.Membership of 
Quality Assurance 
Schemes 

3.5 1. Co-operation 16 1.  Skills 
development 

43 1. Manure/slurry 
storage/treatment 

30 

1. Business audit 
and specialist 
plans 

8 2. Animal health 
and welfare 
management 

30.5 1. Upgrading 
infrastructure related 
to access farm and 
forest land, energy 
supplies and water 
management 

6 1.Modernisation 
through electronic 
data management 

1 1.  Treatment of 
run-off of nutrients 
and other 
pollutants 

7 

1. Crofting 
Counties 
Agricultural Grants 
Scheme 

14 2.Woods in and 
around towns 
challenge fund 

10.5 2. Less Favoured 
Area payments 

427 3. Information and 
awareness raising 

0.2 1. Support for 
renewable energy 

4 

1.Restructuring 
agricultural 
businesses 

31 3. Provision, 
development or 
upgrading of small 
scale tourist 
facilities by land 
managers 
 

12 3. Managing land for 
non-commercial 
community events 

0.3 3. Farm and forest 
visits and talks 

0.5 2. Support for 
organic conversion 
and maintenance 

45 

1. Improving the 
economic value of 
forests 

3 3. Improving 
Access & Area 
Access 
management & 
monitoring, 
creation and 
upgrading of paths 
and routes 

67.5 3. Preparing local 
development 
strategies 

4 3.  Off-farm talks 0.1 2. Agri-
environment 
payments 

286 

1. Managing tree 
stocks for seed 
production 

0.5 3. Forests for 
people challenge 
fund 

3.5 4. LEADER 36.6 
 

3. Active 
management to 
improve the 
condition of 
vernacular 
buildings, historic 

7.3 2. Support for non-
productive agri-
environment 
capital investments 

73 
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THIER AND FAIRER HEALTHIER SAFER AND STRONGER SMARTER GREENER 
sites, architectural 
and historic 
landscapes 

1. Processing and 
marketing 
agricultural and 
forestry products 

70 3. Provision of 
leisure, recreation, 
sporting, catering, 
other rural 
community 
services and 
facilities 

32     2. Woodland 
creation 

175 

1. Access creation 
for sustainable 
forest 
management 

7 3. Enhancing 
enjoyment of  and 
maintaining 
character of rural 
landscapes 

3.8     2. Forest 
environment 
payments 

14 

3. Support for 
diversification 
outwith agriculture 
or forestry 

18       2. Support for non-
productive forestry 
capital investments 

62.5 

3. Support for 
creation and 
development of 
micro-enterprises 

18       3. Support for 
renewable energy 
(non land-based) 

10 

        3. Reducing 
bacterial 
contamination in 
water courses 

3 

          
Totals 179.5  163.3  489.9  52.1  709.5 

 
        Grand Total 1594.3 
  
Notes:   a) Numbers indicate the axis of rural development to which each measure relates 
  b) Additional costs for Technical Assistance within the Programme amount to £3.5m 
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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

SCOTTISH BUDGET SPENDING REVIEW 2007 

FURTHER INFORMATION FROM SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 

 
Letter to the Clerk from Director General Environment 
 
Scottish Budget Spending Review 2007: Correlation of Budget Lines with National Outcomes, 
Indicators and Targets 
 
I refer to the Convener’s letter of 21 November 2007 to Richard Wakeford, seeking clarification of 
several points following his appearance along with Directors at the Committee meeting that day, and 
your subsequent letter of 23 November.  The Convener requested information on the correlation 
between budget lines and national indicators and targets. This letter, sent on his behalf, responds to 
that point.    
 
The Convener asked which of the various budget lines identified within Chapter 24 of the Spending 
Review document (Rural Affairs and Environment (RAE) portfolio) correlate to relevant national 
indicators and targets set out in Chapter 8 (National Performance Framework).   
 
Chapter 8 is a national performance framework designed to be seen in its entirety to deliver the 
government’s purpose and all five strategic objectives. In attempting to relate budget lines to 
outcomes, indicators/targets, it is worth noting the following points: 
 

• Each budget line impacts on a number of the outcomes and indicators and therefore the 
relationship between budget lines and the outcomes and indicators/targets is not ‘one to one’ 
rather it is “one to many”.  An individual budget line will therefore contribute to more than one 
outcome and more than one indicator/target.  Furthermore, some of the budget lines in the 
RAE portfolio will contribute to outcomes and indicators/targets in other portfolios. 

• Where a budget line contributes to achievement of an outcome or indicator/target, it will 
contribute to varying degrees.  For example, for some budget lines it may be primarily related 
to delivery of one outcome or one indicator/target.  By contrast other budget lines may make 
a small contribution to many outcomes, indicators/targets. 

• As a result, it is difficult to attribute outcomes and indicators/targets to individual budget lines 
and consequently it is not possible to estimate precisely how much is spent on individual 
outcomes, indicators/targets. 

 
Rural and Environment Analytical Services Division have analysed how RAE Portfolio spending 
relates to the national set of outcomes, indicators/targets.  Tables 1 and 2 overleaf summarise the 
RAE portfolio contributions to the national performance framework. 
 
Note that since the Rural Development budget is dependent on the EU CAP support for farmers 
budget (through modulation of the EU CAP budget), the two budget lines contribute to the same 
outcomes, indicators/targets. 
 
I hope this further information is useful. 
 
 
Betty Morgan 
Committee Liaison Officer 
Director General Environment 
30 November 2007 
 
 
 
Table 1: National Outcomes and How the RAE portfolio Contributes 
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National Outcome How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
We live in a Scotland that is the 
most attractive place for doing 
business in Europe 

• Investing in flood prevention and waste management, 
climate change and sustainable development (Environment 
Protection budget) 

We realise our full economic 
potential with more and better 
employment opportunities for our 
people 

• Providing employment opportunities and supporting local 
economies through agriculture (EU CAP budget) and 
fisheries (Marine budget) 

• Supporting diversification to other forms of employment 
(Rural Development budget) and investing in natural 
heritage and landscapes to develop economic potential 
(Natural Heritage and Forestry budgets) 

• Maintaining and creating jobs at SABRIs, RBGE and SAC 
and elsewhere through knowledge transfer and spin-off 
companies (Research & Analysis budget). 

We are better educated, more 
skilled and more successful, 
renowned for our research and 
innovation 

• Developing research and innovation through investment in 
SABRIs, RBGE and SAC (Research & Analysis budget) 
and Fisheries Research services (Marine budget) 

Our young people are successful 
learners, confident individuals, 
effective contributors and 
responsible citizens 

• Enhancing education through the investment in SABRIs, 
RBGE and SAC (Research & Analysis budget) 

• Supporting learning and capacity building projects on 
sustainable development and climate change (Environment 
Protection budget)  

Our children have the best start in 
life and are ready to succeed 

• Not applicable 

We live longer, healthier lives • Investing in research into dietary and environmental 
impacts on human health (Research & Analysis budget) 

• Investing in National Parks and path networks to provide 
recreational opportunities (Natural Heritage budget) 

• Investing in improved water quality for human health (Water 
quality budget) 

• Investing in forestry to provide access and recreational 
opportunities (Forestry budget) 

We have tackled the significant 
inequalities in Scottish society 

• Investing in environmental improvements to reduce 
environmental inequalities (Environment Protection budget 
and Water Quality budget) 

• Investing in tackling rural poverty (Rural Development 
budget) 

We have improved the life chances 
for children, young people and 
families at risk 

• Not applicable 

We live our lives safe from crime, 
disorder and danger 

• Investing in flood protection schemes (Environment 
Protection budget) 

We live in well-designed, 
sustainable places where we are 
able to access the amenities and 
services we need 

• Investing in services in rural areas (EU CAP and rural 
development budgets) and in fisheries areas (Marine 
budget) 

• Investing in research with communities on their priorities for 
sustainable places (Research and Analysis Budget) 

• Improving access to the countryside (Natural Heritage 
budget and Forestry budget) 

• Investing in flood prevention and waste management, 
climate change and sustainable development (Environment 
Protection budget and Water Quality budget) 

We have strong, resilient and 
supportive communities where 
people take responsibility for their 
own actions and how they affect 
others 

• Investing in strong rural communities through capacity 
building (EU CAP budget and Rural Development budget) 

• Commissioning research on enhanced methodology for 
engaging the public in community working (Research and 
Analysis Budget) 
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National Outcome How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
• Investing in sustainable places (Environmental Protection 

budget) 
We value and enjoy our built and 
natural environment and protect it 
and enhance it for future 
generations 

• Delivering rural development contracts (EU CAP budget 
and Rural Development budget) 

• Implementing the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy (Rural 
Development budget and Natural Heritage budge, 
Environment Protection budget) 

• Investing in flood prevention and Water Quality 
improvements (Environment Protection budget and Water 
Quality budget)  

• Commissioning research on enhanced methodology for 
engaging the public in community working (Research and 
Analysis Budget) 

• Managing and protecting our marine environment (Marine 
budget) 

We take pride in a strong, fair and 
inclusive national identity 

• Working with communities and funding events to support 
our cultural identity (Environmental Protection budget) 

We reduce the local and global 
environmental impact of our 
consumption and production 

• Contributing to climate change mitigation (Rural 
Development budget, Environment Protection budget, 
Forestry budget) 

• Commissioning research from SABRIs, RBGE and SAC on 
land use, climate change, the environment, rural 
sustainability and biodiversity (Research & Analysis 
budget). 

• Supporting actions to reduce consumption through the 
strategic waste fund (Environment Protection budget) 

• Managing our natural resources (Natural Heritage budget, 
Marine budget, Water Quality budget) 

Our public services are high 
quality, continually improving, 
efficient and responsive to local 
people’s needs 

• Encouraging SABRIs and SAC to foster their own 
sustainability through diversification and merger (Research 
& Analysis budget).   

• Improving efficiency of service delivery through SEARS 
(Rural Development and Natural Heritage budget) and 
actions under Marine budget, Environment Protection and 
Water Quality budgets 

 
Table 2: National Indicators/Targets and how the RAE Portfolio Contributes 
 
NATIONAL INDICATORS AND 
TARGETS 

How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
 

At least halve the gap in total 
research and development spending 
compared with EU average by 2011 

• Maintaining investment in research at SABRIs, RBGE 
and SAC and enabling them thereby to leverage funding 
from outside Scotland (Research & Analysis budget) 
and Fisheries Research Services (Marine Budget). 

Increase the business start-up rate • Financial support for micro-enterprises (EU CAP budget 
and Rural Development budget) 

• Research in SABRIs and SAC encouraged to lead to the 
setting up of spin-out companies (Research and 
Analysis budget) 

Grow exports at a faster average rate 
than GDP 

• Financial support for food and fish processing 
businesses to add value and develop new markets (EU 
CAP budget, Rural Development budget and Marine 
Budget) 

Improve public sector efficiency 
through the generation of 2% cash 
releasing efficiency savings per 
annum 

• Efficiency savings being required from rural public 
bodies (Rural Development, Natural Heritage budget 
and Forestry budget) 

• Level cash research budgets at SABRIs and SAC are 
encouraging efficiency and income diversification 
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NATIONAL INDICATORS AND 
TARGETS 

How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
 

(Research & Analysis budget). 
• Efficiency savings being required from environment and 

marine public bodies (Environment Protection budget, 
Water Quality budget and Marine budget) 

Improve people’s perceptions of the 
quality of public services delivered 

• SEARS project delivering more joined up service to 
public (Rural Development and Natural Heritage 
budgets) 

• Improving environmental management services and 
water services (Environment Protection budget and 
Water Quality budget) 

Reduce the number of Scottish public 
bodies by 25% by 2011 

• Rural bodies being considered along with other bodies 
(Rural Development budget, Natural Heritage budget, 
Environment Protection budget, Marine budget) 

• Rowett Research Institute planning to merge with 
University of Aberdeen; and possible merger of the 
Macaulay Institute with the Scottish Crop Research 
Institute (Research & Analysis budget). 

Reduce the proportion of driver 
journeys delayed due to traffic 
congestion 

• Not applicable 

Increase the percentage of Scottish 
domiciled graduates from Scottish 
Higher Education Institutions in 
positive destinations 

• Employment opportunities in science maintained in 
SABRIs, SAC and RGBE (Research and Analysis 
budget) 

Improve knowledge transfer from 
research activity in universities 

• Research commissioned from universities out of the 
Contract Research Fund emphasises the need for KT 
(Research & Analysis budget). 

• High quality science from Fisheries Research Services 
leads to KT in fisheries and marine management 
(Marine budget) 

Increase the proportion of school 
leavers (from Scottish publicly funded 
schools) in positive and sustained 
destinations (FE, HE, employment or 
training) 

• Not applicable 

Increase the proportion of schools 
receiving positive inspection reports 

• Not applicable 

Reduce number of working age 
people with severe literacy and 
numeracy problems 

• Not applicable 

Increase the overall proportion of area 
child protection committees receiving 
positive inspection reports 

• Not applicable 

Decrease the proportion of individuals 
living in poverty 

• Investing in tackling rural poverty (Rural Development 
budget) and commissioning research to understand 
rural community disadvantage (Research and Analysis 
budget) 

60% of school children in primary 1 
will have no signs of dental disease 
by 2010 
 

• Not applicable 

Improve the quality of healthcare 
experience 

• Not applicable  

Increase the proportion of pre-school 
centres receiving positive inspection 
reports 

• Not applicable 

Increase the social economy turnover • Investing in rural development contracts and LEADER 
programmes to increase capacity building (Rural 
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NATIONAL INDICATORS AND 
TARGETS 

How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
 

development budget) 
Reduce the rate of increase in the 
proportion of children with their Body 
Mass Index outwith a healthy range 
by 2018 

• Investing in research into dietary and environmental 
impacts on human health (Research & Analysis budget)

 

Increase the average score of adults 
on the Warwick-Edinburgh Mental 
Wellbeing Scale by 2011 

• Research on how green spaces contribute to mental 
health wellbeing (Research and Analysis budget) 

Increase healthy life expectancy at 
birth in the most deprived areas 

• Investing in research into dietary and environmental 
impacts on human health (Research & Analysis budget)

 
Reduce the percentage of the adult 
population who smoke to 22% by 
2010 

• Not applicable 

Reduce alcohol related hospital 
admissions by 2011 

• Not applicable 

Achieve annual milestones for 
reducing inpatient or day case waiting 
times culminating in delivery of an 18 
week referral to treatment time from 
December 2011 

• Not applicable 

Reduce the proportion of people aged 
65 and over admitted as emergency 
inpatients two or more times in a 
single year 

• Not applicable 

Reduce mortality from coronary heart 
disease among the under 75s in 
deprived areas 

• Investing in research into dietary and environmental 
impacts on human health (Research & Analysis budget)

 
Increase the percentage of people 
aged 65 and over with high levels of 
care needs who are cared for at home 

• Not applicable 

All unintentionally homeless 
households will be entitled to settled 
accommodation by 2012 

• Not applicable 

Reduce overall reconviction rates by 
2 percentage points by 2011 

• Not applicable 

Reduce overall crime victimisation 
rates by 2 percentage points by 2011 

• Not applicable 

Increase the percentage of criminal 
cases dealt with within 26 weeks by 3 
percentage points by 2011 

• Not applicable 

Increase the rate of new house 
building 

• Support for Croft House Grant scheme (EU CAP budget 
and Rural Development budget) 

Increase the percentage of adults 
who rate their neighbourhood as a 
good place to live 

• Investing in services in rural areas (EU CAP budget and 
rural development budget) and in fisheries areas 
(Marine budget) 

• Investing in research with communities on their priorities 
for sustainable places (Research and Analysis Budget) 

• Improving access to the countryside (Natural Heritage 
budget and Forestry budget)) 

• Investing in flood prevention and waste management, 
climate change and sustainable development and 
sustainable places (Environment Protection budget and 
Water Quality budget) 

Decrease the estimated number of 
problem drug users in Scotland by 
2011 

• Not applicable 

Increase positive public perception of • Not applicable 
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IONAL INDICATORS AND 
GETS 

How the RAE Portfolio contributes 
 

the general crime rate in the local 
area 
Reduce overall ecological footprint • Contributing to climate change mitigation (Rural 

Development budget, Environment Protection budget, 
Forestry budget) 

• Commissioning research from SABRIs, RBGE and SAC 
on land use, climate change, the environment, rural 
sustainability and biodiversity (Research & Analysis 
budget). 

• Supporting actions to reduce consumption through the 
strategic waste fund (Environment Protection budget) 

• Managing our natural resources (Natural Heritage 
budget, Marine budget, Water Quality budget) 

Improve the state of Scotland’s 
Historic Buildings, monuments and 
environment 

• Protecting historic buildings through rural development 
contracts (Rural Development budget) 

Biodiversity: increase the index of 
abundance of terrestrial breeding 
birds 

• Delivering rural development contracts (EU CAP budget 
and Rural Development budget) 

• Implementing the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy (EU 
CAP budget and Rural Development budget and Natural 
Heritage budget, Environment Protection budget) 

Increase the proportion of journeys to 
work made by public or active 
transport 

• Investing in sustainable places (Environment Protection 
budget)  

 
Increase the proportion of adults 
making one or more visits to the 
outdoors per week 

• Investing in National Parks and path networks to provide 
recreational opportunities (Natural Heritage budget and 
Rural Development budget) 

• Investing in forestry to provide access and recreational 
opportunities 

50% of electricity generated in 
Scotland to come from renewable 
sources by 2020 (interim target of 
31% by 2011) 

• Investing in renewable energy projects under rural 
development contracts (EU CAP and Rural 
Development budgets) 

• Research to compare options for meeting this target 
through, wind, wave and tidal (Research and Analysis 
budget and Marine budget) 

Reduce to 1.32 million tonnes of 
waste sent to landfill by 2010 

• Investing in the strategic waste fund (Environment 
Protection budget) 

Increase to 70% key commercial fish 
stocks at full reproductive capacity 
and harvested sustainably by 2015 

• Investing in conservation of the marine environment 
(Marine budget) 

• Research to explore sustainability of marine 
environment (Marine budget) 

Improve people’s perceptions, 
attitudes and awareness of Scotland’s 
reputation 

• Investing in a strong cultural identity (Environmental 
protection budget)  

 
 



 

RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

DOCUMENT 4 – REAL TERMS DATA PROVIDED BY THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 
 

Rural Affairs & the Environment       
       

  2007-08 
2008-

09
2009-

10
2010-

11      
  Budget Plans Plans Plans      
  £m £m £m £m      
EU Support for Farmers - 7.4 6.5 5.7      
Rural Development 144.1 146.1 145.5 145.8      
Research, Analysis & Other Services 111.7 112.0 116.3 119.1      
Marine & Fisheries 54.3 65.6 71.0 70.8      
Natural Heritage 82.1 81.3 84.2 86.4      
Environment Protection & Greener Scotland 44.1 103.9 111.3 117.5      
Water Quality 9.3 9.3 8.6 8.6      
Forestry Commission Scotland 56.3 64.3 67.6 70.3      
Forest Enterprise Scotland 27.7 26.0 26.2 26.3      
Total Rural Affairs and the Environment 529.6 615.9 637.2 650.5      
       
       
Real Terms (at 2007-08 Prices using GDP deflator of 2.7% p.a.)      
      

  
2007-

08 
2008-

09
2009-

10 2010-11      
  Budget Plans Plans Plans      
  £m £m £m £m      
EU Support for Farmers - 7.2 6.2 5.3      
Rural Development 144.1 142.3 138.0 134.9      
Research, Analysis & Other Services 111.7 109.1 110.3 110.2      
Marine & Fisheries 54.3 63.9 67.4 65.5      
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Natural Heritage 82.1 79.2 79.9 79.9      
Environment Protection & Greener Scotland 44.1 101.2 105.6 108.7      
Water Quality 9.3 9.1 8.2 8.0      
Forestry Commission Scotland 56.3 62.6 64.1 65.0      
Forest Enterprise Scotland 27.7 25.3 24.9 24.3      
Total Rural Affairs and the Environment 529.6 599.9 604.6 601.8      
       
       
Increases on 2007-08 Budget      
      
  2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
  Cash Real Cash Real Cash Real Cash Real Cash Real Cash Real 
  £m £m % % £m £m % % £m £m % % 
EU Support for Farmers 7.4 7.2 - - 6.5 6.2 - - 5.7 5.3 - - 
Rural Development 2.0 -1.8 1.4 -1.2 1.4 -6.1 1.0 -4.2 1.7 -9.2 1.2 -6.4 
Research, Analysis & Other Services 0.3 -2.6 0.3 -2.3 4.6 -1.4 4.1 -1.3 7.4 -1.5 6.6 -1.3 
Marine & Fisheries 11.3 9.6 20.8 17.7 16.7 13.1 30.8 24.1 16.5 11.2 30.4 20.6 
Natural Heritage -0.8 -2.9 -1.0 -3.5 2.1 -2.2 2.6 -2.7 4.3 -2.2 5.2 -2.7 
Environment Protection & Greener Scotland 59.8 57.1 135.6 129.5 67.2 61.5 152.4 139.5 73.4 64.6 166.4 146.5 
Water Quality - -0.2 - -2.2 -0.7 -1.1 -7.5 -11.8 -0.7 -1.3 -7.5 -14.0 
Forestry Commission Scotland 8.0 6.3 14.2 11.2 11.3 7.8 20.1 13.9 14.0 8.7 24.9 15.5 
Forest Enterprise Scotland -1.7 -2.4 -6.1 -8.7 -1.5 -2.8 -5.4 -10.1 -1.4 -3.4 -5.1 -12.3 
Total Rural Affairs and the Environment 86.3 70.3 16.3 13.3 107.6 75.0 20.3 14.2 120.9 72.2 22.8 13.6 
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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

SCOTTISH BUDGET SPENDING REVIEW 2007 

FOLLOW-UP INFORMATION FROM THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 

Letter from Director General  Environment 

At the Rural Affairs and Environment Committee meeting this morning, the Cabinet Secretary agreed 
that officials would provide Committee members with further information on Waste and Flood issues 
by close tonight. 
 
Waste 
 
Ms Boyack asked about spend on waste for 2008-09.  For 2008-09 there has been no committed 
spend given that the Spending Review has only just been finalised.   It has been agreed that the 
Strategic Waste Fund will cease to operate from the end of this financial year and that former 
Strategic Waste Fund awards made in principle for future years will be transferred to the local 
government settlement.  The sum involved amounts to £68 million for 2008-09 including roll forward 
of a £3 million sum awarded in 2007-08 to support service level agreements between local 
authorities and the community sector. 

 
In relation to the current waste initiatives line, decisions have not yet been taken on allocations for 
2008/9.  These allocations will be based on the delivery bodies' business plans.   We have advised 
waste delivery bodies that they will need to demonstrate a clear focus on outcomes, a commitment to 
working together (including joint work programmes and joint reporting, when appropriate) and good 
governance.   
 
The Committee may find it helpful to know that expenditure in 2007-08 is expected to be as follows: 

 
Waste and Resources Action Programme:  £8,580,000 
INCREASE (grant scheme for community sector) £2,500,000 
Envirowise: £2,300,000 
Transfer to energy efficiency £1,500,000 
Scottish Waste Awareness Group: £1,145,000 
Community Recycling Network for Scotland £500,000 
REMADE Scotland £482,000 
Business Environment Partnership £430,000 
Eco-Schools £200,000 
Administration of INCREASE £200,000 
National Industrial Symbiosis Programme Scotland £50,000 
UK recovery handbook for radiation £15,000 
 
TOTAL £17,902,000 

 
We are currently having discussions with the Community Recycling Network for Scotland and the 
Waste and Resources Action Programme about a support scheme for the community sector from 
2008-09 onwards. 

 
Flooding 
 
Ms Boyack asked a question about the arrangements of local authorities working within river basin 
management plans and the proposed flooding schemes.  Local authorities already cooperate as 
responsible authorities in the river basin planning process.  The Scottish Government will be putting 
forward proposals in its forthcoming consultation on the Flooding Bill which will set out the framework 
for delivery of flood risk management planning. 
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Mr Peacock asked for details of the costs of flood schemes and the attached table incorporates two 
lists: 
 
List A shows the costs of schemes under construction or ready for construction and  
 
List B shows the schemes that councils have indicated that they wish to pursue. 
 
I hope this further information is helpful. 
 
 
Betty Morgan 
Committee Liaision Officer 
DG Environment 
5 December 2007 
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List A – Costs Of Schemes Under Construction Or Ready For Construction 
 
 
Schemes committed- under construction/confirmed ready for construction - all figures in 
000s  

Council Scheme  
previous 
years 08-09 09-10 10-11 

later 
years total costs 

South 
Lanarkshire Golf Gdns, Larkhall            1,696  

 
38    

 
1,735 

Fife Dunfermline            3,352  5,625 4,027 312 13,316
Edinburgh Braid Burn          15,665  8,625 3,688 487 42 28,507

Glasgow 
White Cart 
reservoirs            7,132  

 
7,794 

 
7,527 

  
2,890  557

 
25,900 

Glasgow White Cart city  
 

9,953 
 

9,595 
  

3,604  678
 

23,830 

Edinburgh Water of Leith            6,150  7,800 13,350 13,300 5,900
 

46,500 

Moray Forres- Mosset            4,600  9,700 2,650   
 

16,950 

N Ayrshire Saltcoats               980  980  
 

1,960 

Falkirk Bo'ness 500 2,500 2,500 2,500 
 

8,000 
West Lothian Broxburn               500  3,000 1,150 350  5,000
Renfrewshire Nth Renfrew            1,000  4,695 2,105   7,800
Highland  Wick CP                   -  1925 1925   3850
Western Isles 5 CP schemes                250  3,140 1,600   4,990

 
 



 

LIST B – SCHEMES THAT COUNCILS HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WISH TO PURSUE 
 
Council FP Scheme CP Scheme 
Aberdeenshire Tarland  
Aberdeenshire Fettercairn  
Aberdeenshire  Fairney Business Park 
Aberdeenshire  Scotstown Seawall 
Aberdeenshire  Port Rae Pier 
Angus Brechin, River St  
Angus Brothock Burn, Abroath  
Angus Gairie Burn, Kirriemuir  
Angus Barry Burn, Carnoustie  
Angus  Victoria Park Sea 

Wall, Arbroath 
Angus  West Links Sea Wall, 

Arbroath 
Argyll and Bute Kilbride Road, Dunoon  
Argyll and Bute Milton Burn, Dunoon  
Argyll and Bute Campbeltown  
Argyll and Bute Midge Lane, Strone  
Argyll and Bute Antrim View, Port Ellen, Islay  
Borders Selkirk  
Borders Galashiels  
Borders Jedburgh  
CnES  Balivanich 
CnES  Craigston 
CnES  Gualan Island 

CnES  Ludag Road 

CnES  Pol na Crann 

CnES  Stoneybridge 
Dumfries & 
Galloway 

Stranraer  

Dumfries & 
Galloway 

Moffat  

Dundee City  

Panmure Tce to 
Bridge St, Broughty 
Ferry 

Dundee City 
 Douglas Tce to Fisher 

St, Broughty Ferry 

Dundee City 
 Beach Cres, Broughty 

Ferry 

Dundee City 
 Stannergate to Grassy 

Beach 
Dundee City Central Waterfront  
Dundee City Riverside Avenue  
Dundee City Dundee Airport  
Dundee City Dighty Water  
Dundee City Fithie Burn  
East Ayrshire Galston  
Edinburgh Braid Burn  
Edinburgh Water of Leith  
Falkirk Bo'ness  
Falkirk Chapel Burn (RSNH)  
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Falkirk Grangemouth  
Fife Dunfermline  
Fife Kinness Burn, St Andrews  
Council FP Scheme CP Scheme 
Fife  Kirkcaldy Sea Wall 
Glasgow City 
Council White Cart Water FPS 2004 - Storage Sites  
Glasgow City 
Council 

White Cart Water FPS 2004 - Urban 
Defences  

Highland Thurso  
Highland  Wick 
Highland South West Flood relief channel Inverness  
Highland River Ness River Ness 
Highland Dell Burn, Inverness  
Highland Mill Burn, Inverness  
Highland Culloden  
Highland Fort William & Caol Fort William & Caol 
Highland Drumnadroichit  
Highland Acharacle  
Moray Elgin  
Moray Forres (Mosset)   
Moray Forres (R Findhorn/Pilmuir)  
Moray Rothes  
North Ayshire Kilbirnie, Glengarnock & Dalry  
North Ayshire Saltcoats  
North Ayshire Kilwinning  
North Ayshire Millport  
North Ayshire Adrossan, South Bay  
North Ayshire  Largs North Bay 
Perth & Kinross Milnathort  
Perth & Kinross Almondbank   
Renfrewshire North Renfrew  
South Lanarkshire Strathaven Rd, Hamilton  
South Lanarkshire Lady Watson Gardens, Hamilton  
West 
Dunbartonshire Knowle Burn  
West 
Dunbartonshire Gruggies Burn  
West 
Dunbartonshire River Leven  
West Lothian Broxburn  
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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

BUDGET SCRUTINY (STAGE 2) 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH DIRECTOR GENERAL ENVIRONMENT 

Letter from the Convener to Richard Wakeford 
 
I am writing to follow up a number of points that arose at yesterday’s Committee’s meeting, at which 
the Cabinet Secretary and officials gave oral evidence on the Spending Review. 
 
I should begin by thanking your colleagues for the prompt replies to a number of questions raised 
during evidence-taking that were contained in the letter from Betty Morgan received yesterday 
afternoon.  This letter has now been circulated to members. 
 
One of the first questions asked of the Cabinet Secretary referred to a 35% real-terms reduction in 
the Scottish Government’s spending on rural development between 2007-08 and 2010-11.  This 
figure had been provided to members in a private briefing note by the Committee’s budget adviser, 
Jan Polley.  The Cabinet Secretary and officials clearly found it difficult to comment on that figure 
since they were unsighted on how it had been arrived at, and I therefore suggested that you should 
be given the opportunity to comment in writing on the calculations that had led to that figure. 
 
I am now able to confirm that the figure was arrived at as follows:  

• Table 24.03 shows the rural development budget rising from £144.1m in 2007-08 to 
£145.8m in 2010-11 (an increase of around 1%). 

• The table also shows EU income and funding receipts from the RPA (which includes 
modulation) as rising from £30.2m in 2007-08 to £66.4m in 2010-11 (an increase of 120%). 

• This implies that the Scottish Government contribution to the budget in cash terms 
(excluding funding from EU sources and the RPA) will fall from £113.9m to £79.5m, a 
reduction of around 30%. 

• Once the GDP deflator has been taken into account, the 2010-11 figure becomes (in real 
terms) £73.5m, and the reduction becomes 35%. 

 
I understand that Jan Polley has now spoken to David Reid, who has pointed out that the total figures 
in Table 24.03 are already net of EU and RPA income, and that the real-terms difference between 
2007-08 and 2010-11 is therefore a reduction of 6.4% rather than 35%.  I am sorry if the original 
figure caused a degree of confusion at the meeting, and I would be grateful if you can now confirm 
that the reduction of 6.4% is the correct figure. 
 
In that connection, I would be grateful if you could clarify the relationship between the figures given in 
Table 24.03 and the amounts involved in the Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP).  In 
particular, it would be helpful to know which budget lines within the table are covered by the SRDP 
and which are not, and which lines in other tables within Chapter 24 are covered by the SRDP.   
 
At the end of the Committee meeting, members discussed whether further information was needed to 
enable the Committee to consider a draft report to the Finance Committee.  While I pointed out that 
arranging a further session of oral evidence was not practicable, it was agreed that members who 
had further specific queries would provide them to the clerks to be passed on to you in writing.  The 
questions that have been received are attached.  Included in that list are questions seeking 
clarification of some of the material provided in Betty Morgan’s letter of yesterday. 
 
As the Committee needs to consider a draft report at its meeting on 19 December, I must ask you to 
provide answers to these questions by close on Tuesday (11 December), so that the information can 
be reflected in the draft before it is circulated to members on Friday (14 December).   
 
Roseanna Cunningham MSP 
Convener 
6 December 2007 
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Annexe: Questions from members 
 
Follow-up questions from 5 December Meeting (and associated written evidence) 
 
Flooding 
 
The Cabinet Secretary alluded to funding for flooding held within SEPA’s budget and attaching to 
their responsibilities.  Was he proposing that some of SEPA’s budget could be given to local 
authorities to meet the cost of local authority flooding schemes if the authorities applied to SEPA for 
that funding? 
 
What finance will be available at Ministers’ hand, beyond the £1.7 million per annum identified in the 
budget (Table 24.07), to fund national flooding priorities? 
 
The Cabinet Secretary said that funding for flooding going to local authorities was increasing by 29%.  
Where does that figure come from and how is it calculated? 
 
By comparison with the £42 million in this year’s budget, what were the corresponding figures in 
2005-06 and 2006-07? 
 
When does the Cabinet Secretary or Ministerial colleagues expect to complete discussions with 
CoSLA on the distribution of flooding funding?  Will it be before the local authority allocations are 
announced next week, and will examples of how particular distributions will be made, or an 
explanation of the criteria to be used in distributing funds, be made available to local authorities and 
to the Committee? 
 
The Cabinet Secretary seemed to indicate that the funding for the residual, non-earmarked, portion 
of the annual £42 million distribution would be agreed with CoSLA, but that such funding would be 
available for flooding only.  Is this a correct interpretation of what he said? If not, what is the correct 
position? 
 
The letter of 28 November from DG Environment (circulated in paper RAE/S3/07/9/1) states that the 
Scottish Government would expect the allocations of flooding funds to be based on criteria including 
"schemes submitted by the SR date and subsequently confirmed". What is “the SR date” in this 
context?  Further, what schemes qualify in this context – do they include, for example, draft schemes 
to which there may be outstanding objections, or do they only include schemes that have cleared all 
other statutory hurdles and are therefore ready for Ministerial decision? 
 
In oral evidence on 5 December, officials appeared to say that “schemes” submitted after the SR 
date (whatever that is) may be eligible for Ministerial approval.  If so, have the criteria changed since 
the 28 November letter was sent, meaning that the SR date is no longer relevant? 
 
Officials also appeared to say that it was possible, though not certain, that the figures given to the 
Committee at the last meeting for funding local authority flooding schemes already under 
construction – £10 million in the current year, £26 million in 2008-09, £13.5 million 2009-10 and 
under £1 million in 2010-11 – may now be added to, resulting in less funding being available in each 
year for distribution to other local authorities. Is this a correct interpretation of what they said? 
 
It is understood that funds held centrally for flooding will be available for distribution to all local 
authorities by a formula yet to be agreed.  The 28 November letter states that the residual sum 
(whatever that is) “would be distributed by reference to a Council's exposure to flooding risk".  What 
measures of flooding risk does the Scottish Government have available to them for this purpose? 
 
The explanation in the 28 November letter of the criteria for distributing flooding funds to local 
authorities states that "the scheme/flooding responsibility will be identified in the relevant outcome 
agreement”.  What does "responsibility" mean in this context?  Does it mean that the local authority 
will be under a binding commitment as part of the single outcome agreement (SOA) to complete 
certain schemes in their area?  Does this also mean that the local authority would not be free to 
spend the money on anything other than flooding, even though it was not, technically, ring fenced? 
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In developing the policy shift towards a system distributing flooding funding through individual local 
authorities, did the Scottish Government consult with the insurance industry? 
 
SNH 
 
The SNH budget (Table 24.06) includes £2 million for the Rural Development Programme.  Is this a 
new call on the SNH budget, or has there always been a call of that order in the SNH baseline 
budget in recent years? 
 
The 28 November letter refers to a £638K non-cash increase in the allocation to National Parks.  Is 
this a new call on SNH budget and will it in effect reduce the SNH base budget that may have been 
available for normal expenditure by £638K, or is this a technical adjustment which has no effect on 
SNHs budget spending value?  
 
Clarification of information provided in 5 December letter 
 
Flooding 
 
List A (the first table in the Excel spreadsheet attached to the letter) refers to flooding schemes that 
are "committed [and] under construction" and schemes that are "confirmed [and] ready for 
construction", whereas List B is described as “schemes that councils have indicated that they wish to 
pursue”. Can it be assumed from this that the two lists are mutually exclusive (i.e. that there is no 
overlap between the schemes referred to)?  
 
Is it the case that the schemes in the first table that are in the category "confirmed [and] ready for 
construction" are the only ones that might be eligible for approval before the end of this financial year 
and would have the effect of adding to the “earmarked” funds running into later years during the 
spending review period? 
 
According to List A, the funds already committed for flooding schemes under construction by South 
Lanarkshire, Fife, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Moray, North Ayrshire and Falkirk Councils total £35.3m for 
2008-09; £20.4m for 2009-10 and £6.2m for 2010-11.  In oral evidence on 21 November (col 258), 
John Mason referred to committed expenditure of £26m for 2008-09; £13.5m for 2009-10 and less 
than £1m for 2010-11.  Are the 5 December figures simply an update on the 21 November figures, or 
is there another explanation for the apparent discrepancy? 
 

 
REPLY BY RICHARD WAKEFORD 

 
Thank you for your letter of 6 December.  I am pleased to have the opportunity to provide further 
clarification for the Committee. 
 
Flooding 
 
To answer your questions about flooding, I thought that the Committee might find it useful to have an 
outline of the Scottish Government’s new approach to working with local authorities. 
 
Ministers want to give local authorities more freedom to allocate resources to meet national and local 
priorities, and a key part of the Scottish Budget is a new and productive relationship with Local 
Government in Scotland.  We have worked together to agree terms which will deliver significant 
benefits for the people of Scotland. The joint Concordat between Scottish Government and COSLA 
sets out the terms of the new relationship, with a move to single outcome agreements with agreed 
national outcomes and indicators, significant rolling up of separate ring-fenced grants and 
consequential reduction of bureaucracy and regulation, increasing local flexibility.  The individual 
local authority allocations will be announced in mid December. 
 
It is the responsibility of each local authority to allocate the total financial resources available to it on 
the basis of local needs and priorities, having first fulfilled its statutory obligations and the jointly 
agreed set of national and local priorities, including the Scottish Government’s key strategic 
objectives and manifesto commitments.   
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Ministers have a budget of £1.7m for flood prevention.  SEPA’s budget also includes provision for the 
development of a new flood awareness scheme, but this is not available to local authorities.  
Provision equivalent to the existing baseline of £126m funding for flooding has been transferred to 
the local government settlement.  This is equivalent to a 41% increase on the provision of £89m as 
grant support by the previous administration over the last spending review period.  Compared to the 
£42m in the budget for 2007-08, the budget for 2005-06 and 2006-07 was £14m and £33m 
respectively, with local authorities spending £6m and £13m respectively. 
 
COSLA have been advised of the principles that the Scottish Government propose to adopt in 
making this distribution.  It is for COSLA to consider the settlement and its distribution in its entirety.    
No funding has been ring fenced for flooding, but information about schemes has been used to guide 
distribution.  The Flood Risk Maps published by SEPA in October identify the number of properties at 
risk of flooding in each local authority area. 
 
The reference to the “SR Date” can be taken to mean 14 November.  The method of distributing the 
funding will be based on the Government’s understanding of the relevant factors at that date.  The 
Government recognises that schemes will be in various stages of preparation at that time and wishes 
to take account of that.  The list of schemes that is being taken into account has already been shared 
with the Committee.  Schemes already identified as being in progress may well be submitted for 
confirmation through the existing statutory process at a later date.  But for the purposes of the 
distribution the Government will not take account of any scheme of which it was not aware at that 
date.  The statutory process requires that Ministers confirm schemes before a local authority can 
proceed to construction.  Ministers have previously made a grant offer at that time.  This will no 
longer be the case.  Ministers will present proposals in the Flooding Bill for the revision of the 
statutory process. 
 
With regard to the flooding information in our 5 December letter, Lists A and B are not mutually 
exclusive.  List B is the full list of all schemes of which the Government was made aware by 
authorities, and includes those under construction.  No funding has been earmarked for any purpose, 
and the list of schemes is used as a guide to distribution of funding being transferred to local 
authorities.  List A contains the cost of schemes as requested by the Committee, but this is different 
from the level of grant that will have been committed by the Government, which is set at 80% of 
eligible costs identified in the tender.  The Government has used the 80% criterion as a guide to the 
distribution.  These figures have been updated since 21 November; following the rescheduling of a 
scheme in Fife, the 2009-10 figures should be £15.4m. 
 
SG Spending on Rural Development  
 
On the budget for rural development I can confirm that the revised interpretation of the table set out 
following David Reid's approach to your adviser is correct.  This means that, while in   real terms 
there is a small reduction in net resources provided from the Scottish Government of 6.5%, the cash 
provision remains broadly level over the Spending Review years, rising from £144.1m in the current 
year to £146.1/£145.5/£145.8m.  But the important point here is that the net funding cannot be 
viewed in isolation, as the EU and RPA income are integral to the funding package for rural 
development as a whole.  When this is taken into account, resources at the disposal of the Scottish 
Government rise from £174.3m this year to £202.4/£210.4/£212.4m over the Spending Review.  This 
is a real terms increase of 12.6% from 2007-08 to 2010-11. 
 
By way of clarification of the budget lines in Table 24.03, those included in the SRDP are the first 7 
lines, ie: 
 

• Less Favoured Area Support 
• Rural Development Contracts 
• Food Processing and Marketing and Co-operation 
• Revitalising Rural Communities 
• Skills Development 
• Technical Assistance 
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• Crofting Counties Agricultural Grant Scheme  
 
Other tables within Chapter 24 that include spending lines under the SRDP are: 
 

• Table 24.06 ‘Scottish Natural Heritage’ where an average of £2m per year over 7 
years (2007-13) is included in the spending line; and 

 
• Table 24.09 ‘Woodland Grants’ which included  £21m per year of spending on 

forestry under the SRDP 
 
Natural Heritage 
 
The SRDP will provide support for measures to secure Natura objectives which are currently secured 
through SNH management agreements under their “Natural Care” programme.  SNH will continue to 
make payments under existing agreements most of which have a number of years still to run.  All 
new agreements will be delivered via the SRDP.   
 
This element of the SRDP is estimated to account for at least £14 million of DEL expenditure over 
the seven year programme period - an average £2million per annum.  This is noted to make clear 
how the domestic financing element of the Programme will be provided.  However the transition from 
the Natural Care scheme will take place gradually over a number of years and actual SNH 
contributions to the SRDP will reflect the reducing profile of payments under their existing Natural 
Care scheme grants, loaded more heavily towards the end of the SRDP programme period.  In 
2008/09, SNH payments under existing Natural care schemes will not reduce and there will therefore 
be no contribution of SNH resources to the SRDP.  SNH contributions to the SRDP in the two later 
years of the Spending Review will be assessed by reference to the pattern of payments under 
current Natural Care agreements.   
 
You asked about the £638k non-cash increase in the allocation to National Parks.  Allocations for 
National Park Authorities and for SNH are separate Level 3 budgets within the Natural Heritage total, 
the other component being funding for the Deer Commission for Scotland.  The increase in non-cash 
items within the national parks line arises from the completion of the new Loch Lomond and the 
Trossachs HQ building at Balloch.  The allocation for national park authorities represents an increase 
of £300k (on 2007-08) and will need to cover all cash and non-cash requirements.   
 
 
Richard Wakeford 
Director General Environment 
Scottish Government 
11 December 2007 
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